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This chapter tells a story of the collaboration between three researchers engaged in an interpretive research project through which they construct their identity as a collaborative team. It is a story about stories and the relationships between authors, co-authors and editors and the responsibilities that they have towards each other. We have attempted to describe and reflect on the processes of academic research and publication indicating how final outcomes are often as much influenced by unsystematic, serendipitous and arbitrary events, as by careful planning and methodological rigour. In revealing some of our thoughts and feelings during the project we have tried to show that we are subject to the inevitable doubts and indecision underlying all human activity yet rarely mentioned in published research accounts.  This final iteration of our work represents the latest version of a story which began on the Greek Island of Tilos, travelled through Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire, back to the Greek Islands, and then returned to the UK before taking trips to Slovenia and Amsterdam, and being finally laid to rest here in this edited collection.  It is the product of multiple iterative communications between three researchers in various geographical locations, different institutions, over two years of planning, field-work, data analysis, writing, conference presentations and reviews.  We argue that the interweaving of the emergent identity of our case-study organization with our individual identities as interpretive researchers provides some insights into the processes of collaborative qualitative research. We present it to you as a reflexive account of research collaboration and the struggle towards a new research identity: that of Humphreys, Gurney and Brown.   

The first section of this chapter provides an introduction to the research project indicating briefly our theoretical starting points, and overall methodological approach.  We present our three stories which summarise our respective involvement in the project and describe our individual research contributions. We then consider issues of interpretive research with an emphasis on the processes involved in a team approach, using a jazz metaphor to explore notions of researcher responsibility, and Jeffcutt’s (1994) narrative framework to consider questions of representation. Finally, we draw some conclusions which emphasise the synergies, and note the pitfalls, of such collaborations.  The overall research contribution of this piece is in the highlighting of the notion of researcher responsibilities, and in its multi-dimensional representation of the stuttering life of a research project - in contrast to the plethora of sanitised jargon-rich case study reports which litter the organization studies field. 


 Storytelling, Identity and Responsibility  

Of course we realise that we’re not the first people to use stories in research.  In fact, we have been inspired by the comments of Dyer and Wilkins’ (1991, p. 618) who exhorted scholars to “try to tell good stories”.  What we take from their discussion is that autobiographical narratives, such as the one we are writing here, are an appropriate way to write about social science.  So, what we are doing is telling the story of the  life cycle of a research project from the original ideas through  to final publication.  Our choice of narrative comes from the idea that “there are many different ways that a researcher can choose to tell the story of their research, each of which are different in terms of their potential meanings and effects” (Rhodes and Brown, 2004).  We are telling this story with a view to discussing some things about research that are usually avoided when academics write about research methods.  As part of this our account of the project includes three ‘stories within a story’.  These stories have been written as independent pieces.  Having read Spry’s (2001) argument for the epistemological and ontological centrality of the researcher to the research process we wanted to find a way that we could tell the story of the research project as a whole as well as accounting for the different feelings  and experiences that we each had with it. A variation on the writing style of autoethnography (eg. Bochner and Ellis, 2003; Ellis, 1993; Jaffe, 1997; Kideckel, 1997; Mukaia, 1989;  Svensson, 1997) seemed perfect.  But it did have to be a variation because even when autoethnographers write biographical accounts of academic life (eg. Frost and Taylor, 1996, Humphreys, 2005, Pelias, 2003), they are normally written by just one person.  In contrast, our project was a collaborative research effort. We decided to discuss how our collaboration panned out both collectively and individually.  Our hope is that this adds something to an understanding of collaborative research as a lived experience and not just the dry application of abstract method.  We also hope to “enrich the story…and enhance reflexivity” (Humphreys, 2005).

In using three individual accounts we aim to illustrate how we worked together (and apart) as a research team to create “the synergy that comes from bouncing ideas between us in the heat of performance” (Humphreys, Brown and Hatch, 2003, p.23).  The project under consideration is an interview-based research project focused on issues of identity and change in a specialist package holiday firm (Brown, Humphreys and Gurney, 2005). Ours are stories of academic research life. Although as autobiographers we experience differing degrees of discomfort in “exposing [our] ambivalence and uncertainty” finding this “both cathartic and quite vertiginous” (Humphreys. 2005), we hope that colleagues will recognise and empathise with sections of the narrative in ways which prompt an “‘aha’ experience” (Dyer and Wilkins, 1991, p. 617).  We agree with Rhodes’ (2001, p. 32) advocacy of a highly reflexive representational form for qualitative research texts that exposes “the mechanics of its own production” and see this chapter as an exercise in academic identity construction and maintenance.  We are, after all, “engaged in a search for recognition by [our] chosen audiences, to be regarded as worthy of being `listened' to….questing for greater understanding of [our] social identities, that is how [we] relate to ‘[our]' and ‘other' groups”  (Humphreys, Brown and Hatch, 2003, p. 8).   
   
Fine, Weis, Weseen and Wong (2000, p. 128) suggest that researcher responsibilities “must punctuate all texts we produce” and Rhodes and Brown (2004) have argued that “a responsibility to the ‘Other’ might be considered a guiding principle in writing research”.  We recognise that research is always dependent on the ‘Other’, especially research participants who enable us to adopt the identity position of ‘researchers’. To this end we are responsible to them for who we are and in this chapter we are trying to account for how this happens.  This is not a substitute for writing up our ‘results’ (as we have done elsewhere, (Brown, Humphreys and Gurney, 2004a, 2004b)), rather it is an important part of those ‘results’.   Of course as academic authors we have a range of other ‘Others’ including our students, our employing institutions, and our research funding bodies.   In this chapter, however, we are mainly concerned with our responsibilities to our co-authors, our readers and our editors.  As researchers we collaborate with colleagues to support each other in our struggle for publication in quality journals and edited books.  We have a clear responsibility to do our share of the field work, analysis, and writing. We learn from each other, compensate for each others weaknesses, and negotiate the credits and rewards.   In our writing we are also “responsible for [our] textual choices in selecting and emplotting narratives of organization” (Rhodes and Brown, 2004) and, we feel, responsible to our readers for reflexively acknowledging these choices and accepting that “there is no fixed, final or monologically authoritative version of [our] research ‘findings’” (Rhodes and Brown, 2004).  Our responsibilities to editors include not only responding to their comments and suggestions and meeting deadlines, but also making sure that  each new piece makes a significant and original contribution to the field and, for the sake of their book or journal, also contains genuinely “interesting ‘stories’” (Chia 1996, p. 68)

Three Stories 
We present our three stories below in the form of “narrative vignettes” (Humphreys, 2005) which “return the author openly to the qualitative research text” (Lincoln and Denzin, 1998, p. 413) and acknowledge our awareness that we are “actor[s] in [our] own life production” (Gray, 2003, p. 265).  Paraphrasing Louis (1991, p. 365) we suggest that we are “instruments of our own inquiry: and the inquiry is inseparable from who we are”.   Our use of vignettes is also an interesting topic for reflexive consideration.  Andrew supervised Michael’s PhD and Michael supervised Paul’s MA dissertation.  Michael used vignettes in his doctoral thesis “in order to enhance the “contextual richness” (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p. 83) of his ethnographic research “as an outsider in Turkey and an insider in the UK” (Humphreys, 2005) and Paul used vignettes in his MA dissertation “in an attempt to allow the reader to enter the story and vicariously experience the events portrayed” (Gurney, 2003, p. 67). In applying a similar strategy in this chapter we are “attempting to construct a window through which the reader can view some of the pleasure and pain associated with an academic career” (Humphreys, 2005).  We, like Ellis (1997, p. 4), are trying both to “bring life to research [and] bring research to life” by placing ourselves as actors firmly within the ‘play’ itself (Butler, 1997) and rejecting any notion of us as independent, objective observers (Stacey, 1996).  We aim to connect ourselves both as writers and subjects with readers via autobiographical accounts, encouraging other academics to engage with events in our professional lives and to reflexively examine what Rosen (1991, p. 15) has referred to as the “enlightening and disequilibriating implications of viewing a world which is our own”.  

Michael: The Originator’s Tale
The idea for this study came to me on as I sat in a vine-shaded café in the main square on the tiny Greek island of Tilos thinking about the unique identity of Laskarina, the company that had placed me there and how it might make an interesting research project.  Returning to the UK I felt recharged and enthusiastic about starting some new research.  I put the idea to Andrew and he was initially quite enthusiastic. We approached Ian Murdoch, the managing director of Laskarina, and he invited us to go and see him in his small HQ in Wirksworth Derbyshire.   I thought that the visit went quite well, but although I was pleased that we seemed to have gained Ian’s confidence, establishing research access with permission to interview Wirksworth staff, and possibly the Greek reps on the islands, I sensed that Andrew was unhappy for some reason and seemed to have lost interest.  We agreed that if I did all the fieldwork he would take the theoretical lead on any emergent papers. This suited me. I really like working with people and getting to know them personally, and the cosy, intimate atmosphere at Laskarina very much appealed. 

I started arranging interviews straight away and soon got into a routine of travelling through the beautiful Derbyshire countryside, interviewing the Laskarina Booking staff.  I felt that I was really getting the flavour of the office sharing cups of tea, watching them on the phones selling holidays in close proximity to each other in an often frantic and sometimes chaotic atmosphere. Although the Laskarina interviews were going well, I was gradually realising the impossibility of interviewing people on 14 Greek islands given my other work commitments.  I needed someone to do the interviewing for me. Discussing this with Andrew we had the idea of offering the task to one of the MA students who were all putting forward their dissertation proposals.  Paul Gurney’s qualitative research essays had been particularly impressive so we approached him and, after some negotiation with the Professor in charge of his scholarship, we persuaded him to join us on the basis that this was an opportunity to collect data for his own MA dissertation and simultaneously help us complete our project. I was pleased that Paul seemed to take to the project very enthusiastically and as soon as his examinations were finished he was off to Greece laden with tape recorder, batteries and tapes. Although I was a little worried about Paul’s dissertation deadline, the content and tone of his e-mails and text messages increased my confidence in him as a travelling researcher.   

When he returned at the end of August I became worried both for him and the project.  He had collected huge amounts of data but he had only about two months to complete his dissertation. I had to organise a fast turn around on the interview transcriptions so that he could get stuck in to the analysis. I sensed that Andrew had lost interest in the project, and my lack of recent involvement with Laskarina employees had made me also feel very distant.  I was torn between pushing Paul into progressing his dissertation and letting him work at his own pace.  I wasn’t sure that he could do it and I also knew that I was heading off to Australia for a month at the end of November and felt that the whole research effort might come to nothing, ending up as a semi-complete MA dissertation and little else.  Then I received a call from Ian Murdoch’s PA at Laskarina, who told us that Kate Murdoch, Ian’s wife, was willing to be interviewed.  This was great news. Kate had been extremely ill throughout all our research and had virtually withdrawn from any direct involvement with the business, but everyone we had interviewed talked about her as the real founder and driver of Laskarina.  I contacted Paul and we drove out to interview Kate together. The interview went very well and I came away re-enthused. Paul’s dissertation was submitted and when Andrew second marked the piece he seemed to develop a new interest in the project talking about the possibilities for papers.  We had a couple of informal meetings to talk about Laskarina but I was teaching again and feeling very time-pressured. By mid-December on holiday in Adelaide I was feeling very distant from Nottingham and e-mails from Andrew talking about how he and Paul were writing the Laskarina identity paper just made me feel even more detached from the project. 

What have I learned from this whole experience? First, I have learned that what I may consider a worthwhile and interesting research project may actually be seen very differently by my co-researchers.  My enthusiasm is not always infectious! I have confirmed my preference for reflections on the methods and processes of academic research particularly, the effects of research on the researcher and the researched. I know that I am fairly comfortable with openness and writing about myself and my feelings, but I have learned that this is not a common feeling amongst academics.  It has also been a significant learning experience for me to see that, although Andrew, Paul and myself are very different in age, background and personality we managed to work quite effectively as a team with some creative synergy arising from the mix of skills and interests.  

Paul: The Travellers Tale 
My involvement with this project began when I read an e-mail from Michael, one of my research methods lecturers, who asked me for an ‘informal chat’ with himself and Andrew. I didn’t really know what it could be about as neither of them knew me by name, but I arranged a meeting and went to speak with them. They began by explaining that they wanted me to consider doing a PhD under their supervision. I wasn’t going to continue with academia at this stage as I had already accepted a job at a management consultancy firm. However, out of politeness I sat there and listened to Michael’s story of how he had gone on holiday to a Greek island with a tour operator (that I had never heard of) and how he and Andrew had managed to set up some interviews with the staff. Andrew sat there quietly whilst Michael explained that he wanted me to join them for this project and that it could form the basis of my MA dissertation. I wasn’t particularly excited about the prospect of going to Derbyshire at first, but Michael talked about the project with great passion and both he and Andrew seemed like good people to work with, even though I barely knew them at this stage. Did they just want me to do some interviews that they couldn’t be bothered doing? I wasn’t sure. It was almost as a passing comment as I left the room when Michael said ‘well, you probably would have to go out to the Greek islands and interview all the reps…’. ‘Well then’ I thought, ‘that changes everything’.

As time progressed and I hadn’t come up with anything particularly inspiring for my dissertation, I started giving the Laskarina project some serious thought. I soon found myself at Laskarina’s secluded Wirksworth office for the first time with Michael who had already begun interviewing some of the employees. I wasn’t overly enamoured by the company at this stage; the office was an old converted house that was tired and worn out and although Laskarina was interesting from an identity point of view, the corporate social responsibility (CSR)​[2]​ element of the company ‘Laska Greener’ seemed to be rather over hyped. I went back to the offices a few times for some re-interviewing to get more experience and to build up my knowledge of the company before a five week trip to the islands. Prior to leaving, I spoke to a lot of my friends about the project and they were clearly envious of me. Deep down though, I had my reservations about the project. I had absolutely no idea what I would base my own dissertation on.

I got off the plane in Rhodes relishing the opportunity to travel around the islands and interview the reps. Transferring with the Laskarina clients I met the first rep on the boat to Halki, a small island about two hours from Rhodes. The first night was spent with both of the reps running the Halki programme who explained the intricacies of the island and the lifestyle of a rep in Greece. Although I struggled in temperatures approaching 50 degrees, my time in Halki represented a familiar routine on the islands where I would spend the first day meeting the reps and seeing the island, and the second day interviewing and arranging my departure details. The reps really were an amazing group of people ranging from ex-bankers through to the former head of hairdressing at Harrods. Although I certainly enjoyed my time with them, I was becoming increasingly concerned about what I would write for my dissertation. Laskarina certainly had some good CSR initiatives, but so what? It was only after my sixth or seventh interview that some ideas began to emerge and I started thinking seriously about how my dissertation might look.

When I tell people about my trip I always talk about the beautiful Greek islands, long relaxing meals and the time I had enjoyed with my girlfriend who had flown out to see me for the last week. All of this is true, and I did have an absolutely amazing time. However, what I often omit from this tale, is how lonely and frustrating I found the research.  I was definitely not a ‘Laskarinee’, nor did I ever want to be one. Introverted, uninspiring, unadventurous, “Torygraph”​[3]​ reading package tourists who seldom ventured from ‘their’ villa; one they had apparently been staying in since ‘long before I was born’. God forbid they might have seen me ordering a pizza instead of Mousaka or Souvlaki. Perhaps this description is a little harsh as I did in fact meet some really nice clients; and after all Michael had been on holiday with them. I just want to take the opportunity to vent some of my frustrations that never appeared in any of the Laskarina papers. In truth, I look back on the travelling with fond memories even though it was an ‘experience’ involving crashing ferries, delayed hydrofoils and non existent buses. 

At the end of the five weeks, I returned to Nottingham with over half a million words of data, sunburn and a girlfriend who would soon not see me for the next three months. Spending 16-18 hours a day, every day, in my loft conversion room, I felt that I was drifting steadily towards insanity. After I finally submitted the dissertation, I decided to stay on at Nottingham for another six months to take up a temporary lecturing and research position. During this period Andrew’s interest in Laskarina became reawakened after second marking my dissertation and he requested an 8000 word narrative from me which he began to use as the basis of a Laskarina identity paper. The first draft was forwarded to both me and Michael, just before he was due to return from Australia.  I was quite disappointed to see my name listed at the end of the three authors, especially as I had laboured over this narrative for a couple of weeks whilst Michael had been sunning himself in Australia. Soon after this I left Nottingham and was enjoying my second round-the-world trip when the conference paper acceptances were confirmed. Two years on, I am now working for a consultancy firm. It is in writing this piece from afar, in my sterile corporate flat, that I remember my time at Laskarina with great fondness and recall times long since ended. Gone but not forgotten.

In recalling my time on the project it is apt to follow Michael’s lead and discuss what I learned from my experience. I think that I learned an incredible amount from my time researching Laskarina. From a personal point of view, my oversized dissertation was a complete success, albeit with a ridiculously pretentious title. This however had come at a personal price. After my two month writing odyssey, the day I handed in my dissertation was the day my girlfriend had a ‘talk’ with me, resulting in us splitting up only days later. In the process of writing my dissertation and the subsequent articles, I realised that there was a possible future for me in academia. I also realised I have skills possessed neither by Michael nor Andrew. I was able to interview people in a manner that I don’t think they would have been able to replicate in environments that they may not have always been comfortable in. Academia is certainly extremely different from consultancy, offering a balance of lifestyle and personal rewards that can not easily be matched.

Andrew: An Un-heroic Tale
The idea of conducting another research project with Michael seemed like a great idea. We had already worked together successfully on a couple of other studies, and we knew each other well as friends and colleagues. Ten minutes into our initial contact-interview with Ian, one of the two owners of Laskarina, I had changed my mind. Sat on an uncomfortable chair, in an untidy and drearily decorated office, and listening to Ian drone on about his organization, made me yearn for the comforts of home. There was no empathy between Ian and I, the organization he described seemed ramshackle and uninteresting, and I had better things to do than spend my days asking Laskarina staff about the intricacies of their booking procedures. I wanted out. 

Even as I was wondering how to broach with Michael the subject of my withdrawal from the study I realized that my lack of enthusiasm for the project was revealing about my values, background, and research preferences. This said I would defend my decision not to be any further involved with the data collection for this study on pragmatic grounds. Doing interpretive work means often fostering strong interpersonal relationships with significant actors who then become key informants. An understanding and engagement with Ian was obviously critical to the success of the study, and I doubted that I could develop and sustain a fruitful researcher-respondent relationship with him. Is this line of reasoning anything more than a post hoc rationalization that has the surface appearance of plausibility, but merely suits my purposes in writing this narrative? May be not, but I don’t care. The project is complete, and the conference papers, journal pieces and book chapter are all written. 

Michael, seemed un-phased by my disinclination to be involved with data collection, and agreed to look after this aspect of the project on the understanding that I would take the lead in writing at least one theory-based paper that made use of his data. I put the project to the back of my mind and began to progress other tasks. Then two things happened which altered the course of the study: Michael declared himself unable to tour the Greek islands for interviews, and Paul presented himself as a replacement data gatherer. While Paul was obviously an excellent student with sufficient savoir faire to do the job for us, it seemed to me to be a considerable risk to involve him. For the project to work Paul would have to take on a lot of logistical and relationship-building tasks in addition to collecting focused and high quality data. A moments reflection on my own lack of skills, and the absence of anyone else willing and able to take on this work, convinced me that it would be inappropriate (this was Michael’s project, and Michael wanted Paul to be involved) and inadvisable (there was the danger that I might be lumbered with this) to raise any objections. Paul was on-board.

Some months passed, and despite Michael occasionally reminding me that I was peripherally involved in a collaborative project with him, I forgot about Laskarina.  Then one day I was confronted with Paul’s MA dissertation which I had to second mark. I thought I could see how the empirical chapters in the thesis could be re-written as the basis of a journal paper and asked Paul to provide me with an electronic version of his work. The resulting paper then went through a series of iterations in which comments from Michael and Paul were incorporated into an increasingly coherent piece of text. We presented two different versions of the paper at the EGOS and 6th International Conference on Organizational Discourse conferences, where I was pleasantly surprised by the apparently enthusiastic response of the audiences. A third version of the paper was subsequently accepted by the Journal of Organizational Change Management (Brown, Humphreys & Gurney, 2004a,b, Brown, Humphreys & Gurney, 2005).  So was I wrong not to be more closely involved with the project? If I had been willing to play a more substantial role in the study would the result have been more (or less) felicitous? Well, it’s something else to think (and write) about….

Being asked to reflect in-depth on what I have learned from being involved with this project came initially as something of a surprise. Unlike Michael, I am uncertain that many (or indeed any) reader might find my personal musings on a small and now all but forgotten research project worthwhile reading. Surely there are reasonable limits on what counts as a satisfactory degree of reflexivity? This caveat aside, on reflection I think that it is not that my involvement in this project taught me anything new, so much as it reminded me of what I enjoy doing. I like playing with interpretive data, telling stories, reading colleagues’ latest papers, and, most of all, working with others - exchanging ideas, reading drafts of texts, telephone conversations, and coffee-time chats. The project for me was a set of occasions for social interaction with a purpose, utilitarian but also hedonistic, work yet fun. 

Reading the Stories 
This part of our paper uses the our three stories as a vehicle for a discussion of notions of authorial responsibility and representational strategy.  The first section examines the underlying concerns  and practical implications of authors’ responsibilities to co-authors, readers and editors. Using Humphreys, Brown and Hatch’s (2003) jazz metaphor as an analytical framework we interpret the three stories with a focus on relationships and professionalism. We aim here to respond to Punch’s (1989, p. 189)  question: “What about projection, transference, codependence, all those common human activities that can get us tangled in someone else's personality so that we lose sight of who is responsible for what?” The second section is an exploration of issues of representation in interpretive research to highlight what Jeffcutt, (1994, p. 232) refers to as “the representational strategies of authorial voice and narrative form”. Using Jeffcutt’s (1994, p 229) notion of the “epic narrative…[where], the questor becomes transformed…through success in a crucial ordeal” we interpret our three stories as accounts of a journey towards a compelling but forbidding objective (Bordwell, 1985; Culler, 1975).

Responsibility
In discussing researcher responsibilities we draw on some of our previous work which has used a jazz metaphor to explore facets of organizational ethnography (Humphreys, Brown and Hatch, 2003).  This is fitting also in that as we continue to work in the same genre of research, and although Mary Jo has left our trio, to be replaced by a new player Paul, we continue to play, albeit with a new voice and different improvisational ideas. We see Jazz as a particularly appropriate interpretive lens for our analysis of the three stories as it enables us to examine solo performances within the ensemble piece (the paper) and at the same time address our responsibilities to other members of the authorial trio, our audience, the readers of this piece, and our producers, the editors of the book. It is also worth noting that this chapter originated in presentations we gave at conferences indicating perhaps our desire “to be “On the Road”​[4]​ with the band, playing in front of a live audience and exposing ourselves to the challenging ‘cutting contests’ of public academic debate” (Humphreys, Brown and Hatch, 2003, p. 24).
Our responsibilities to each other need to be understood in the context of our different ages, personalities, level of engagement with the project, institutional status, and career trajectory. These, and other factors, formed a matrix of opportunities and constraints that patterned our interactions with each other and reveal the stories we have told here as suffused with power. Andrew was a professor, and could easily manage his involvement with the project in ways that suited him at the expense of others. Michael needed another research project in order to maintain his career aspirations. Paul was flattered to be asked to collect data for an ‘authentic’ research project, and needed a data set to write his Masters dissertation. For Andrew and Michael the project formed part of a series that both had a mutual interest in ensuring continued. For Paul, working closely with those who would grade his dissertation had a self-serving logic. These, and a host of other issues are ‘locked up’ in our narratives, surfaced occasionally and mostly tangentially, implicitly and subtly, indicating, perhaps, our wish not to offend each other or to confront our ‘true’ selves. Reflexivity always has limits, and one part of our responsibility to each other as we have (tacitly and intuitively) defined it has been not to step too heavily on each others’ ego.

As with the Humphreys, Brown and Hatch (2003) article “Starting with the basic structure of the paper, the lead was passed back and forth between the performers using e-mail to facilitate a process not unlike ‘trading fours’ in jazz.”(p. 23). Within this process our responsibilities to each other involved keeping time, supporting each other’s contributions but maintaining a sensitively critical dialogue in discussing alternative approaches, allowing the leader of the piece to have the final say but maintaining our creative individuality.​[5]​  The process here is nicely described by Bastien and Hostager  (1988, pp. 587-588) in looking at the social practices within jazz groups:

“The nominal leader of the group decides and communicates each song and the key in which it is to be played…The soloist determines the style (time, level, complexity etc. And the other musicians are expected to support this determination…at one point or another during the performance each musician gets an opportunity to be the soloist (i.e. the dominant voice that is supported by the others.”

Of course, just as jazz musicians usually work with a range of bands all of us are committed to other working relationships and have to prioritise and fit-in gigs (other projects) wherever possible.  As we write, we are all based at different institutions working on a variety of different projects. Our authorial responsibilities include acknowledging each others’ strengths and weaknesses, juggling commitments, maintaining working relationships and meeting deadlines.  Our three stories provide a flavour of the independence and inter-dependence of academic life illustrating the conflicts of interest and uncertainties as well as the synergies of co-authorship.  All three of us also have responsibilities for management of the Self and this is inextricably entwined with our professional lives. As co-authors we are at very different stages in our careers.  Andrew (41) is already established as a professor adding to his list of book, journal and conference publications. Michael (57) is a relative newcomer to the academic world having completed his PhD in 1999.  Paul (25) has left academia to work as a management consultant.  Hence book, journal and conference papers have different currency for each of us and we need to act responsibly to maximise mutual benefit.

We also recognise our responsibilities to our audience, you, the readers of this edited collection.  In terms of our jazz metaphor, you are the equivalent of a paying concert audience or a record buyer.  As authors it is our responsibility to maintain professional standards, to provide you with an enjoyable experience and to stimulate your imagination.  This means telling a plausible story, making a contribution to theory, saying something interesting and novel.  It also means accepting that our performance might not suit your taste – you might choose not to attend, you might walk out half way through.  You might even boo rather than applaud. As Berliner (1994, p. 200) put it in describing the art of jazz improvisation, we want to take you on a “journey over musical avenues of one’s own design, thinking in motion and creating art on the edge of certainty and surprise”.  But in order to do this we need to indicate our sources, make sure we point you in the direction of what has gone before, and show how our work fits into the wider picture with reference to an appropriate body of literature. In jazz terms Berliner (1994, p. 492) notes that such creative contribution depends “on thinkers having absorbed a broad base of musical knowledge, including myriad conventions that contribute to formulating ideas logically, cogently, and expressively”.  In creating our individual stories within this chapter we draw not only on our empirical research at Laskarina but also of all our previous studies. We aim to draw you into our story, show how the project evolved and changed, and do this in ways that are sufficiently reflexive for you to learn something, not only about the research process, but also us. In a sense, in fulfilling our responsibilities to our audience, we hope to incorporate you into our performance and,

 “In this way our tune bec[omes] layered with multiple interpretation, reinterpreted and modified yet again throughout the revision process, and ultimately brought to a finish as the final article (recording) presented here for your engagement and critical appraisal.” (Humphreys, Brown and Hatch, 2003, p. 23)

Finally in examining our authorial responsibilities we come to our equivalent of the record producer the editors of this collection. When we (Andrew and Michael) presented our paper at the 20th EGOS colloquium 2004 in Ljubljana we were fairly unhappy about how the “gig” went.  The stream that we were in was organised along group lines where individual presentations were limited to 5-10 minutes.  We adhered to this limit but felt that we had not done justice to our work and were somewhat annoyed when other presenters engaged in extended solos for up to 30 minutes.   Although frustrated by the experience we were happy to be approached by Martin with the offer of including our work in this edited collection and agreed to contribute a paper.  Subsequently, we presented a modified version of the paper at the Critical Discourse Conference in Amsterdam.  This time we were allowed 40 minutes to present our paper to a substantial audience of our peers. There was not only time for our individual solos but also for a jam-session with leading players.  This was a much more fulfilling gig because the extended interaction with our audience produced new and exciting ideas for future iterations of the paper and a request from the editor of a special edition of a journal that we submit a version to him for review.  In jazz terms we felt that we had achieved “a credible and aesthetically pleasing collective outcome” (Bastien and Hostager, 1988, p. 583). In the whole process we hope we have fulfilled our responsibilities to both journal and book editors. We have used the same material (the Laskarina data and ourselves) to construct, via a many-layered compositional and improvisational process, two completely different pieces of work.  In this version we are reflexively searching for deeper insight into ourselves as researchers like improvising musicians who, after “realising how the notes and phrases are related, look back on what [they have] created.” (Barrett, 1998, p. 618).  This search is vividly described by one of the greatest jazz innovators Duke Ellington (1973, p. 451) in his autobiography:

 “Ah this is us, the us we know, and as we savor the wonderful selves-of-perfection we suddenly realize that just below our mirror, there is another reflection that is not quite so clear, and not quite what we expected…We examine this uncertain portrait and just as we feel inclined to accept it we realize that, down below this there is still another mirror reflecting another one of our selves, and more. For this third mirror is transparent…”

Representation
In his influential review of representational styles in organizational research Jeffcutt (1994) argues that the dominant form is the quest where a heroic figure (the researcher) undertakes an epic  difficult obstacle-strewn journey to achieve a final objective in the form of  “epic narratives that are both moral (Denzin, 1990) and confessional (Van Maanen, 1988)” (pp 229-230).   We would argue that the process of academic authorship and publication itself is inevitably an epic story. Author/s are central characters of tales within which they face many conflicts (research funding applications, access problems, field work, data analysis, writing, adverse reviews and editorial advice) before the success of final acceptance and publication (heroism) or the disaster of rejection (tragedy). Rhodes and Brown (2004) claim that “the identity of the author is created through textual practices which variously position the author in power-relations with respect to others”. We are suggesting that the three researcher tales construct a view of the emergent collaborative identity of our research trio where both our individual and joint “authorial character is constructed by [the] authors in the text” (Golden-Biddle and Locke, 1997, p. 72).  Success in our joint quest is, as Jeffcut (1994, p 230) puts it, constructed by:
  “the achievement of a persuasive account, through the ordeal of being physically and theoretically exposed….These epic tales take the form of melodramatic memoirs…[where] we as authors reveal both [our] physical and emotional transition (initiation, identification with, and estrangement from natives in the field”. 

 In our autoethnographic representation of our Greek Odyssey we are supporting Rosen’s (1991, p. 2) argument that academic researchers “study others in order to find out more about themselves and others”. We could argue that all three of our tales are epic heroic (despite denials) and that ultimately in overcoming adversity and hardship our final outcome is this chapter.  

Conclusions 
Gergen (2001, p. 74) has claimed that “it is the autobiographical voice that informs major movements in scholarship since the discursive turn” and advocates using highly reflexive representational forms in qualitative research texts.  In our use of personal stories we have refused to hide “behind the cloak of alleged neutrality” (Fine, Weis, Weseen and Wong, 2000: 109) but, at the same time we make ourselves vulnerable to charges of self-indulgence, narcissism and even “academic wank” (Sparkes, 2002, p. 212). We have tried to avoid what Lynch (2000, p. 47) refers to as “the epistemological hubris that often seems to accompany self-consciously reflexive claims” by applying Pels, (2000, p. 17) version of reflexivity as “’one step up’”, in order to tie the story back to the narrator and display the performative, projective relationship between the spokesperson and that which is spoken for”.  As authors we feel different levels of discomfort in revealing ourselves within our own texts and removing our “academic armor” (Lerum, 2001, p. 470) and, like (Jenks, 2002, p. 171), we are “still not sure [our] own narratives are appropriate “data” for analysis”.  Nevertheless we feel, that the risk is worth it if we can assist others in thinking about how to present their interpretive research accounts and at the same time “draw [our] audience into a collective experience in which a version of truth is demonstrated for the collective to judge.” (Butler, 1997, p. 928).  
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^1	  A famous Duke Ellington piece written in 1935 'in a solilioquising mood.'  (Ulanov, 1946, p 165) 
^2	  Paul’s MA scholarship was from the International Centre for Corporate Social Responsibilty (ICCSR) which also provided some funding for this project.
^3	  The Daily Telegraph is a Conservative UK national newspaper often disparagingly referred to as the “Torygraph”
^4	  Kerouac. J. (1955), This seminal ‘stream-of-consciousness ethnographic novel contains many references to, and descriptions of, Jazz, the players and the music.
^5	  This is particularly reflected in the way first authorship is acknowledged.  Our journal paper (Brown, A.D.; Humphreys, M.; Gurney, P. (2005) was led by Andrew, this paper is led by Michael and a future paper on “consuming responsibility” is to be led by Paul.
